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BURKE AIRPORT 
(Sale of Real Property) 





TUESDAY, JULY 7, 1953 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SuBcoMMITTEE No. 1 oF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERSTATE AND ForeIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 1301, 
New House Office Building, Hon. Carl Hinshaw, chairman of the sub- 
committee, presiding. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. This is a session of a subcommittee of the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to hear the bill by Mr. Broyhill, 
I believe H. R. 5473, on the subject of land acquired for the Burke 
Airport. 

(H. R. 5473 and the department reports are as follows :) 


(H. R. 5478, 88d Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To provide for the sale of all the real property which has been acquired by the 
Secretary of Commerce for the construction of the Burke Airport, Virginia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of Commerce, within one 
year after the date of the enactment of this Act, shall sell all of the real property 
which has been acquired by him for the construction of the Burke Airport, 
Fairfax County, Virginia, under the Act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770). 

Sec. 2. (a) Subject to subsection (b) of this section, the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall sell such real property to the general public in such tracts, parcels, 
sections, and other parts as he deems appropriate, and at a price determined by 
him to be equal to its fair market value. 

(b) For a period of ninety days after the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
former owner of any part of such property shall have the right to repurchase it 
at the price he was paid therefor under such Act of September 7, 1950, reduced 
by such amount as the Secretary may deem appropriate if any improvements 
have been removed or other injury done to the property since its acquisition by 
him under such Act. In the case of the death of any such former owner, his 
spouse (or, if there is no surviving spouse, his children) shall succeed to his 
right of repurchase under this subsection. 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, July 7, 19538 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: By letter dated June 2, 1953, you requested a report of 
the Department of Commerce on H. R. 5473. This bill would effect an abandon- 
ment of the Burke site for the second airport in the National Capital area by 
requiring the sale to the public of the land in that area condemned for that 
purpose. 

A second major civil airport is urgently needed in the Washington, D. C. 
area. The Department of Commerce has been exploring with the Department 
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of Defense the possibility of joint civil-military use of Andrews Field as a sub 
stitute for the development of the Burke site. Although agreement has been 
reached in principle for such use, detailed practical arrangements have not yet 
proceeded to the point where a final satisfactory operating agreement is a 
certainty 

Under the circumstances, the Department of Commerce recommends that your 
committee defer consideration of this bill until such time as we are certain that 
negotiations with the Department of Defense for joint civil-military use of 
Andrews Field will be favorably concluded 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that tl 
sion of this report to your committee 

If we can be of further assistance in this matter, please call on us 


wre is no objection to the submis 


Sincerely yours 
WALTER WILLIAMS, 


tcting Secretary of Commerce 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 8, 1953 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives 
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense on H. R. 5473, a bill to provide for the sale of all the real 
property which has been acquired | the Secretary of Commerce for the con 
struction of the Burke Airport, Vi The Secretary of Defense has desig 
nated the Department of the Air Force to express the views of the Department 
of Defense. 
After careful study it has been determined that the military services do not 
have a present requirement Tor the proposed Burke Airport However, while 
for the airport, it that the site should not 
be disposed of until plans t the civilian requirement for an additional air 
port in the Washington area have been compleced In recognition of this civilian 
requirement, the Air Force, at the request of the Secretary of Commerce, has 
BE 


under consideration the joint use of Andrews Ai! orce Base for military and 








s felt 
i i 


there is no military require) 





civilian operations. This important Air Force base at present serves a fighter 
interceptor squadron which is stationed there for the defense of the Washington 
urea, as well as a military transport squadroa In addition, this base provides 


tiving facilities for 2,500 officers stationed in the Washington area and serves 
as a base for a number of important Air Force Reserve activities. The study 
which the Air Force and the CAA are now making of the problem may reveal that 
present and future military requirements at Andrews will make it impossible to 
fill civilian needs under a plan for joint use of the base. In view of the possi 
bility that additional civilian requirements in the Washington area cannot be 
met at Andrews Air Force Base, it is believed unwise to make a final decision 
on the Burke site until there has been an opportunity to complete studies of the 


' 


acity of Andrews now in progress The Department of Defense wishes to call 





ca 
the foregoing to the attention of your committee as perhaps having an important 
bearing upon the timing of this proposed legistation. 

This report has be ‘ nated among the departments and boards in the 
Department of Defense in accordance with procedures escribed by the Secre 
iry of Defenss 

The Bureau of the Budget has been consulted and advises that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to Congress 


Sincerely yours 


Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, | 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 
DeAR Mk. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Department of Justice relative to the bill (H. R. 5473) to provide for the 
sale of all the real property which has been acquired by the Secretary of 
Commerce for the construction of the Burke Airport, Va 
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The bill would provide for the sale by the Secretary of Commerce, within 
1 year after its enactment, of all the real property acquired for the construction 
of the Burke Airport under the act of September 7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770). 

Under the bill former owners of the lands involved would be afforded the 
right of repurchase for a period of 90 days at the prices paid for such lands 
reduced by such amount as the Secretary of Commerce might deem appropriate 
if any improvements have been removed or other injury done to the property 
since its acquisition by the United States. If the former owner is deceased, 
the surviving spouse (or, if there is no surviving spouse, the children of such 
former owner) would succeed to the right of repurchase. 

Provision would be made for sale to the general public of such property not 
repurchased by former owners or their representatives as the Secretary of Com- 
merce might deem appropriate and at prices determined by him to be equal to 
the fair market value of the land. 

Whether the bill should be enacted is a question of policy on which the Depart 
ment of Justice makes no recommendation 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the 
submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
WiLtt1AM P. ROGERS, 
De puty Attorney General 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 7, 1958. 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House Office Building, Washington 25, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of June 2 requesting 
the views of this Office with respect to H. R. 5473, a bill to provide for the sale 
of all the real property which has been acquired by the Secretary of Commerce 
for the construction of the Burke Airport, Va. 

The Secretary of Commerce, in the report he is making to your committee, 
is recommending that consideration of this bill be deferred for the reasons 
stated therein. This Office concurs with the views contained in that report ana 
recommends that your committee defer consideration of this bill until a definite 
decision can be made regarding the use of the Burke site for the second civil 
airport of the Washington area 

Sincerely yours, 
Jos. M. Doper, Director. 


Mr. Hrnsuaw. Mr. Broyhill, will you be seated and proceed ? 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Broyuiti. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

When I appeared before the full Committee on Interstate and For 
eign Commerce for a preliminary hearing on this bill, I gave the com- 
mittee some facts and figures and some statistics involving the land out 
there, and I have compiled those on a couple of typewritten pages, and 
I would like to give those to the clerk to insert in the record, not to 
take the time to go over them again this morning, if that is all right 
with the chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. They will be inserted in the record. And if you will 
just briefly summarize them, we will have them again brought to mind; 
so many things have transpired since we last heard you. 
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(The material referred to is as follows:) 
Facts CONCERNING BURKE AIRPORT 


Land area and improvement status 





Tracts of land involvyed_____ a 121 
Tracts of land condemned is atbeies Cited kath aa tatnei nigabiik edeieh ne nia 6 
De Or I RR RN -  ithin nial mipgnatiogeiineneadianenia 58 
Area of airport, exclusive of access roads______________---_---_---acres_. 4, 239 
Area of access roads__...____-~-- a ee | 320 
Area condemned_____ ; ab), Peete a ee do... 1,031 
a tiie do... 3, 528 
Ia OIE: CR i is peteeniaaeel i 57 
Condemned tracts with residence and store___...----_----------_--__--- 1 
IT cee neni dienes é 
Condemned tracts with improvements under construction____----------_~_ 2 

I ciate el ee aes 63 
Tracts not condemned with owner residence_____________-______- el 8 
Tracts not condemned with unoccupied or rented residence_______-__-______ 10 
Tracts not condemned with church _____-_----__- si cSiakaieii saat Aitiaiiiee eas isieme ieee atta 1 
Tracts not condemned with school_____-_____-__~_ 1 
Tracts not condemned with store aa tai 1 
Tracts not condemned with improvements under construction__.______-___ 2 
TCG 206 DONO BRINN OG cri c neme cage ntencsnenn cadences 35 

a i llc ee ee a ete ie latin titel i aiieeantein eas xe 58 


VALUE OF CONDEMNED LAND AND STATUS OF SETTLEMENTS 


No exact figure can be given on the value of the condemned lands until all 
pending cases have been settled in the courts. As of a few weeks ago, final settle- 
ments had been obtained with respect to 45 of the 63 condemned tracts. Accord- 
ing to the United States Budget for 1954, obligations totaling $846,925 had been 
incurred. Some details as reported (by telephone) by the Civil Aeronautics 
Administration are set forth below: 

Forty-five final settlements have been made for the sum of $579,754. Against 
these tracts $538,750 had been deposited with the court. 

Sixteen owners contesting valuations were allowed to accept 90 percent of the 
sums deposited with the court and were paid $205,920. Against these tracts 
$228,800 had been deposited. 

One owner refused to accept anything, so he was paid nothing. Against this 
tract $18,500 was deposited. 

One owner made arrangements for removal of part of the improvements, but 
eontested the valuation set on the land; he netted $26,100. Against this tract 
$32,000 was originally deposited with the court, of which $3,400 remains with 
the court and is in dispute. 

From the foregoing it appears that $811,774 has actually been paid, with an 
expectancy that a sum approximating an additional $50,000 will subsequently 
be paid. 


RENTAL STATUS OF RESIDENCES ON 63 CONDEMNED TRACTS, MAY 1953 


Eighteen of the original owners still occupy the residences they owned before 
condemnations ; these continue now as tenants of the United States. Ten orig- 
inal owners have moved away and their residences have been rented by the 
United States to others. In 15 instances improvements on the condemned tracts 
have been moved away. In seven cases residences occupied by tenants before 
condemnation of the tract continue on as tenants of the United States. Four 
residences on condemned tracts are known to be uninhabitable. There is one 
vacancy and the remaining instances are of lands now unimproved. 


Mr. Broyutm. I have a brief prepared statement which I would 
like to read, Mr, Chairman, for the sake of brevity. 
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[ appear before this committee to urge favorable action on my bill, 
H. R. 5473. This bill provides for the sale of all real property ac 
quired for the construction of an airport it Burke, Fairfax County, Va. 
It also requires the Secretary of Commerce to conclude all such sales 
within 1 year after enactment. A further provision gives former own- 
er:—their surviving wife or children—preferential repurchase rights 
for a period of 90 days. 

At this point, for the convenience of the members of the committee, 
I shall give a cursory chronological summary of the events which cre- 
ate the demand for the bill which I have introduced. 

Upon the recommendation of the Civil Aeronautics Administra- 
tion, Congress by the act of Soptestber 7, 1950 (64 Stat. T70; Pub- 
lic Law 762), authorized a second airport for Washington. Pur- 
suant to authority granted in that act, the Secretary of Commerce in 
June 1951 selected the site under discussion for the airport. Congress 
made available $1 million for land acquisition and preliminary plan- 
ning work. Condemnation proceedings were instituted by the Depart- 
ment of Justice against 63 tracts of land totaling 1,031 acres—about 
one-fourth of the total land area—and $846,925 was paid or obligated 
for payment of the condemned land. Thereafter, because the origi- 
nal estimate and appropriation were far too small, President Truman 
requested an additional $1,026,800 to complete the acquisition of the 
remaining 58 land tracts. This additional sum was requested in early 
1952 and appeared as an item in the third supplemental appropria- 
tion bill reported in the House of Representatives in March 1952 
However, on the floor of the House the item was knocked out of the 
bill by a vote of 128 to 41. The Senate declined to restore it. 

The item was presented again most recently in the budget submitted 
by President Truman on January 9, 1953. Representatives of the 
Civil Aeronautics Administration again presented their case to the 
Appropri: itions Committee this year, but subsequently the Secretary 
of Commerce eliminated the item from his budget request, and the Ap- 
propriations Committee omitted it in its reported bill. 

Although no construction work was actually commenced on the air- 
port, because of lack of funds, proceedings have continued in the 
courts attempting to settle finally the sums due by the United States 
on the aforesaid 63 condemned tracts. No proceedings were instituted 
against the remaining 58 tracts containing approximately 3,500 acres 
which were included within the original estimate of the total amount 
of land needed for the airport. 

It seems evident that the refusal of Congress to appropriate addi- 
tional funds, coupled with Secretary of Commerce Weeks’ withdrawal 
of a request for funds therefor, has effectively killed the Burke proj- 
ect. In fairness to all concerned, the United States Government, the 
State of Virginia, Fairfax County, Burke, and the former owners of 
the land—the property condemned and now held by the United States 
should be sold, and so - ir as it may be requested, it should be resold to 
the former owners. I shall now proceed to set forth my reasons in 
detail. 

The best interests of the United States demand the resale of the land 
because the project has been abandoned. The United States Govern- 
ment should not hold idle land for which it has no present need. The 
Government already owns too much unneeded land. Unless a man- 
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date is given to dispose of these recently acquired tracts, the 2y will just 
lie idle or someone in the Government will find some excuse for mak- 
ing use of them for a purpose other than that for which condemnation 
proceedings were instituted. When private property is taken by the 
Government for one purpose, and it then abandons that purpose, rea- 
son demands that it dispose of such acquired land just as 1 apidly as 
possible. That is one reason why I insist that it dispose of all within 
1 yea 

I may add that in normal course, if my bill is not passed, the land 
will first be offered to other Government agencies, and if none desires 
it then it may be decl: red a lus and sold on a competitive bid basis. 
But like the Nevius tract in Arlington, Va.. acquired in 1947 for a 
veterans’ hospital but never used for that purpose, if we do not re- 
quire its disposition some excuse will continue to be found for re- 
taining it, or at least for not selling it. You may recall that after con- 
demning the Nevius land for a veterans’ hospital and paying out 
$1,600,000, it was then decided that the location was not a proper one 
for a hospital and it was abandoned for that purpose. Nevertheless, 
it remains unused but still cae the ownership of the United States. 

A further reason for the sale, of course, is that the Government will 
recover between $800,000 and $900,000 of funds tied up in the project. 

The best interests of Virginia, Fairfax County, and Burke demand 
that the property be reconveyed to private owners in order that just 
as quickly as possible it should be restored to the tax rolls. Already 
the United States owns approximately 15,000 acres of land in Fairfax 
County on which local governments collect no taxes. Throughout 
the United States, Federal ownership of land constitutes one of the 
greatest abuses of sovereignty that we know. I just do not want this 
land to become another idle Nevius tract to remain perpetually off 
the tax rolls of Fairfax County. This is not selfishness; it is com- 
monsense. 

Finally, simple justice requires that former homeowners who have 
suffered enough from this ill-fated project should have an opportunity 
to reacquire their former homes which they gave up to no avail. Of 
the 63 tracts of land taken, 58 actually had residences on them. In 
about a dozen instances, owners have moved the improvements out- 
side the area of the proposed airport. However, in most cases the 
original owners or their successors have remained on the land and have 
become tenants of the United States. I feel sure that no one on this 
committee desires the United States to continue as landlord for these 
properties. Many of the original owners still have enough sentiment 
and attachment for their old homes to want them back. As for the 
other properties not desired by the former owners, the United States 
should likewise get out of the real-estate business and dispose of them 
at their a market value. That, too, is provided for in my bill. 

I want to point out that there is nothing new in requiring that 
pre “cont be given to prior owners. Certainly no precedents are 
needed for this simple act of justice, but there are ample precedents. 
For example, both the Surplus Property Act of 1944 and the Defense 
Production Act of 1950 give such preferences. Under the Surplus 
Property Act of 1944 (U.S. C. 50 App. 1632 (d)), during a period 
of 90 days after notice of intent to dispose of surplus real property 
acquired by purchase or condemnation, the original owner shall be 
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entitled to repurchase at a private sale. Similarly, the original owner 
may reacquire real prover requisitioned under the Defense Pro- 
duction Act of 1950 (U.S. C. 50 Ap p. 2081). Still another provision 
entitles the former owners - fishing vessels purchased or requisitioned 
by the U ep States to a first opportunity to buy back their old ships 
(U, 8. ) App. 1301-1508). There are doul ‘tless other provisions 
in the oe fas these suffice for illustration. And of course harking 
back to former days when an easement rather than complete title was 
commonly taken under eminent domain, property so taken reverted 
to the former owner when the property ceased to be used for the 
purpose for which it was taken. 

To conclude and summarize, a great injustice has been done to many 
of my constituents. What is worse, absolutely no good has resulted 
to unybo dy. An op portunity is here presented to redress part of the 
wrong that has been committed. An opportunity is further presented 
to the United States to recover large sums of money which other 
wise would be wasted. An opportunity is presented to restore more 
than a thousand acres of land to the tax rolls, and at the same time 
to relieve residents of the area of continuing uncertainty and distress. 
An opportunity is presented to help restore a bit of faith in our Gov 
ernment. -All this can be acconip lished if my bill is passed by this 
Congress. Upon you gentlemen falls the burden of assisting it over 
the first hurdle. 

I aeiiat urge a prompt favorable report on H. R. 5473. 

Mr. Chairman, also among the witnesses here today are two of the 
residents of that area, two of the outstanding citizens of Fairfax 
County, Va., Judge Paul Brown and Mr. Harold Howe, who have 
been active and very interested in this whole affair ever since the law 
was enacted that authorized the airport to be constructed at Burke, 
and they will have a lot of additional information to present to the 
committee and also will be in a position to answer any additional ques- 
tions that the committee members may have. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I would say that the very active Representatives of 
the State of Virginia in that port ion embracing this : airport, both past 
and present, and the Senators from Virginia, have been working tire- 
lessly to—what would we call it!—*‘clobber” the project? And if 
it is abandoned at this time, do we know it is abandoned ? 

Mr. Broyuit.. From all actions up here in the last 2 or 3 months, 
[ certainly, I think, can rightfully assume it is abandoned. Of course, 
you have witnesses here from the Department of Commerce this morn 
ing that might want to take another position on it. But from all I 
have been able to ascertain, they have abandoned it by not requisition- 
ing funds for it, and they have had the site of the Andrews Field 
brought forward, which seems to be a much more logical place for the 
supplemental airport. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I merely wanted to say that you and the other Rep 
resentatives and the Senators from Virginia have done your best to 
see to it that it did not proceed. 

Now, are these 63 parcels contiguous? Do they form one piece, one 
plot’ Or are there parts in between ? 

Mr. Broyuity. I am told they are separated. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. They are separated. 
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Mr. Brornim. Yes. And I think the title to all that property has 
been conveyed to the Federal Government, but the settlements have 
not been made on all of them. The money has been put up in escrow. 

Mr. Hrnsuaw. What other Government agencies do you have in 
mind that might want this property ¢ 

Mr. Broyum. I do not have any in mind. The normal course is 
for them to point it up around the Government agencies to see if any- 
one else wants it. I maintain it is of no value to the Federal Govern- 
ment for anything. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. May I ask what your position is in respect to the 
alternate for Burke airport / 

Mr. Brornity. Well, I have always maintained that Andrews Field 
is the best alternate for it. The people in Maryland think that 
Friendship should be the site. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Which position do you take / 

Mr. Broyuint. I think that Andrews Field should be the alternate 
airport. It is close to metropolitan Washington. It is already con- 
structed. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are you firm in that position? 

Mr. Broruiwy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are the other representatives from your area firm 
in that position ? 

Mr. Broyum.. From Virginia? 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Yes. 

Mr. Broyums.. I would imagine so, yes. Of course, a large number 
out there just have a negative point of view. They do not want it at 
Burke. But I think the majority realize that we do need a supplemen- 
tal airport in the vicinity of metropolitan Washington, and Andrews 
Field does provide that facility. And of course, if the Air Force can- 
not share it with the commercial planes, I think the supplemental 
airport should go to the Air Force, not the commercial. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Do you not think, as the Representative of the Burke 

area, and I do not know just what number that congressional district 
1s-——— 
Mr. Broyuity. The 10th. 
Mr. Hinsuaw. The 10th Congressional District—that it might be 
well for you to join forces to help in the establishment at an early date 
of Andrews Field? Because as long as that is hanging over our heads 
as an unaccomplished fact, we will have to do something else. 

Mr. Broyutiy. I have taken that position already. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Cartyte. Mr. Broyhill, your bill is based on the assumption 
that the Government has abandoned the further construction of Burke 
Airport. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Broyum.. That is true. 

Mr. Cariyie. Well, now, do you know that the assumption is cor- 
rect ? 

Mr. Broruiiy. I called on Secretary of Commerce Weeks person- 
ally, along with some other representatives from that area, and we 
presented our case to him, why we felt that it would be uneconomical 
to construct the supplemental airport at Burke, and how Andrews 
would be a much sounder approach, and he seemed to be very receptive 
to our presentation, and said he would look into it. And then the next 
move, after looking into it, on the part of the Secretary of Commerce, 
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was not to requisition the funds; or rather, to take it out of the Com 
merce budget. 

Mr. Cartyte. What did Mr. Weeks say about it? Did he tell you 
that the project had been abandoned ¢ 

Mr. Broyui. Did he tell me personally? No. I know from what 
I have read in the paper—you could call it hearsay—that they have 
come to an agreement or are negotiating with the Air Force to use 
Andrews Field. 

Mr. Cartyie. Now, Mr. Broyhill, you have some better information 
that the Government has abandoned this project other than just news- 
paper reports, have you not é 

Mr. Broyuiiy. Well, as I say, general information and conversa 
tion. I do not have it directly from the mouth of the Secretary of 
Commerce, no. 

Mr. Cartyte. What I am interested in knowing: Have you been 
told by any person connected with the Government that this airport is 
not to be constructed / 

Mr. Broyuiy. Not officially, no, sir. 

Mr. Cartyte. Well, have you been told unofficially ? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I think we will have to rule that out. 

Mr. Broyuini. I assume that it has been abandoned. 

Mr. Cartyite. And you have introduced this bill based on that 
assumption 4 

Mr. Broyuiy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cartyte. That is all. 

Mr. Kier. Is the title to this land now in the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Broyvuiiu. Yes. The 63 tracts, Mr. Klein, which constitute 
about one-fourth of the area needed. The title has been passed to 
the Federal Government, but settlement has not been made for all 
of it. 

Mr. Kuiern. Did I understand you to say that many of the people 
still live there? They are now paying rent to the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Broyuiy. Yes. 

Mr. Kuxrn. Can you tell me just what proportion of the people that 
had that property before still live there? 

Mr. Broyuu. I think about three-fourths of them, is it not, that 
still live there? About three-fourths of them. 

Mr. Kier. They pay the Federal Government the rent they were 
formerly paying, or if they owned it what the reasonable value is; is 
that right? 

Mr. Broyuity. But the unfortunate part about that is that they 
don’t know how long they are going to live there, if the Federal Gov- 
ernment pawns it around for other agencies to use. But the most 
important question is ase it is off the tax rolls and impairs any orderly 
development of that are 

Mr. Kuixrn. Not only that, but the State of Virginia loses the revenue, 
the taxes. 

Mr. Brorum.. That is true. 

Mr. Kuern. I know you were not a Member of Congress then, Mr. 
Broyhill, but what was the position of the authorities, the State of 
Virginia, with regard to acquiring this property at the time that the 
bill “originally was passed ? 

Mr. BroyHut, There has been no official position on the part of 
the State of Virginia with respect to that to my knowledge. 
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Mr. Kern. Do you know whether or not they favored the acquisi- 
tion of land there so that an airport could be put there ? 

Mr. Brorumu. I know that none of the people in that Virginia 
area, that northern Virginia area, favor it, nor do our Senators from 
Virginia favor it. I know the people from Fairfax County never did 
favor it. As far as the State government is concerned, I do not know 
whether they took any position at all in regard to it. 

Mr. Kuern. Mr. Chairman, do you recall whether they testified in 
favor of this at the time we originally had it up? I am talking now 
of the Virginia State authorities? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I do not believe they did, Mr. Klein. 

Mr. Kiern. How far is this site from the District / 

Mr. Broyuint. About 20 miles. 

Mr. Kier. And how far is Andrews Field? 

Mr. Broyuiti. Iam wrong. It is 19 miles. 

Mr. Kuern. How far is Andrews Field from here? 

Mr. Broyuiy. Nine miles. 

Another point here: There is a thoroughfare directly into Andrews 
Field, and there is not to Burke. There would have to be highways 
and roadways constructed to it. It is not at all accessible right now. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. We thank you very much, Mr. Broyhill. 

There are some witnesses from the area. Will their statements take 
very much time, Mr. Broyhill? 

Mr. Broyni. I don’t believe so. They have information which 
will be of interest to the committee. Judge Brown is the circuit judge 
of Fairfax and actually lives on part of this proposed site, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. So we will call as the next witness, Judge Paul 
Brown. 

Will you state your name and your ollicial representation at this 
time, if any? 


STATEMENT OF PAUL E. BROWN, MEMBER, BURKE AIRPORT 
RELOCATION COMMITTEE, FAIRFAX COUNTY, VA. 


Judge Brown. Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul E. Brown. My 
only official connection with this matter is that I am one of the com- 
mittee of 20 that was appointed as a result of a mass meeting held at 
Burke on the night of June 13, 1951, when this news broke, when the 
news broke of the selection of that area for the Burke Airport. I 
guess you would call it possibly an indignation meeting. Mr. Howe, 
who is with me today, is chairman of that committee, but he has asked 
me to make a statement here before this committee. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Good. You may proceed. 

Judge Brown. I have a prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and 
will furnish the clerk with — of it. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. We have 

Judge Brown. I feel somewhat in the position of an attorney friend 
of mine who recently had a case turned over to him, a criminal case, 
by another lawyer. And after he had lost the case, he said, “For 
God’s sake, the next time you send me a case, send me some witnesses, 
too.” We could have had a lot of witnesses here today, but we as- 
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sumed that you folks would be busy and would not want to hear 
them, and I think it would just be repetition. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Well, you assume correctly. I do not think that 
they could add anything to the statement you could make. 

Judge Brown. The only thing that frightened me is that I saw so 
many proponents here today. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I think they are just interested people. 

Mr. Kuri. We ; ill take he quality, not the quantity. 


Judge Brown. As I said before, I am a member of this committee 
which opposed = selection of the Burke Airport. I — before 
you here today to sup port H. R. 5473, a bill introduced by our Con- 


oressman, Joel i's Broyhill, to provide for the sale of all” real prop- 
erty acquired by the Federal Government for a supplementary W ash 
ington public airport authorized by Public Law No. 762, 8ist Con- 
gress, and subsequently proposed for construction in the area of 
Burke, Fairfax County, Va. 

The total amount of land in Fairfax C ounty covered by the original 
notification of intent to condemn is 4,520 acres, including the access 
road—the access road I think consists of some 400 acres—and involves 
some 132 ownerships. However, according to a letter received from 
the assistant United States district attorney in Alexandria, there was 
deposited into the court on October 9, 1951, $818,050 as estimated com- 
pensation for the land of 64 ownerships aggregating a total of 1,045.86 
acres out of the total of 4,520 acres. You gentlemen asked the ques- 
tion whether this land was contiguous or not. I will interpolate 
here for a moment and show you a plat. i don’t have one to file with 
the committee, but I would be glad to leave it with you for your refer 
ence if you want to see it, 

Now, the outline in red takes in the entire airport area but does not 
include the access road. These splotches in brown are the parcels 
of land that have been condemned. ‘That is, title has actually been 
taken. The remaining portion, in white, has not actually been con- 
demned. Title has not been taken, that is, but a condemnation suit 
has been filed. Title has just not been taken. That is all. In other 
words, they are under the suit. 

Now, that. as I said before, is 1,045.86 acres, according to our in- 
formation, and it leaves this scattered area of roughly 3,500 acres that 
is not property of the United States Government. This in brown 
actually is. 

Mr. Kiem. Where is the District of Columbia from there? Can 
you show me the general direction ? 
~ Judge Brown. The District of Columbia would be off in this diree- 
tion. Right here is where the access road takes off, and it would hit 
the Shirley Highway at a point 6 miles distant from there. 

Mr. Cartyie. The area in brown represents the land in that gen 
eral area of the airport that was voluntarily conveyed to the Gov- 
ernment ¢ 

Judge Brown. No, sir. It was condemned, actually condemned. 

Mr. Cartyte. Well, were condemnation proceedings actually carried 
through to conclusion ? 

Judge Brown. Most of those have been settled, as a matter of fact. 
Our latest information—and I wouldn’t vouch that this is correct 
as of this date—was that there were 64 takings, 64 separate parcels, 
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and our information in, I think, January of this year was that 45 
of those had settled with the Government. They were dealing with 
the other 19 at that time. 

Now, since that time, two suits have been tried. Two awards have 
been made. And I think some settlements have been made. But the 
land itself belongs to the Government. Title has actually been taken. 

Mr. Kuern. On all 64? 

Judge Brown. Yes, sir. Title has been taken. It is just a question 
of how much they are going to pay for it. 

Mr. Kurrn. Before you go on with your testimony: Do you know 
why it was done that way? Why did they not take the whole thing @ 

Judge Brown. All I can give you is my assumption. 

Mr. Krerx. Would you do that ? 

Judge Brown. W ell, it gave the Government a foothold, for one 
thing. There is some contiguous, in here and here, but certainly not 
for an airport, and you have this strip in here | indicating | which 
could be called contiguous, but you might land a helicopter there but 
not an airplane. It gave the Government a foothold on that whole 
area. In other words, all that area is blighted now so far as develop- 
ment of the land is concerned, the remaining land. 

The reason the CAA gave for it was that they took first all of the 
parcels that were owner-occupied lying wholly within the territory. 
Now, I happen to live right here. I certainly am in the territory. 
But all of my property is not within the territory. 

Mr. Carve. Is most of that land wooded area, or cleared land? 

Judge Brown. I would say that most of it is wooded. There is a 
great deal of it, though, that is not wooded. It is not farming land. 
This land has been described as cutover, burned-over land, which is 
true to some extent. Some 12 years ago there was a fire that came 
in there from the Southern Railw: ay, burning over that entire area 

Mr. Cartyie. Are there any houses or schools or churches in the 
area ? 

Judge Brown. Oh, yes. Certainly. There is a school there that 
is worth about $400,000. They went right around the school. I do 
not know how they thought they were going to operate a school 
there. 

Mr. Kuern. A public school ? 

Judge Brown. Oh, yes. A modern school. 

Mr. Carty.e. It is new? 

Judge Brown. It isnew. As a matter of fact, some of it was built 
in the last year. 

Mr. Cartyte. How many churches in the area? 

Judge Brown. Only one, to my knowledge. That is a colored 
church. You see, the settlement itself is down here. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. All right, Mr. Brown. I think you might leave 
that map with the committee. 

Judge Brown. I would be glad to. Shall I leave it with the clerk? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Yes. 

Judge Brown. I would like to have it returned. It is the only one 
I have. 5 

Mr. Hinsnaw. When do you want it back ? 

Judge Brown. W henever you are through with it. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. We will give it back to you when we are through 
with it, then. ” 
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Judge Brown. To take up with my prepared statement, title to 
those 1,045 acres then passed to the Federal Government, leaving 
3,475 acres in the tract as to which the Government has not taken title, 
but which are still frozen by the Government’s original notification 
of intent to condemn. At the time of the United States district at- 
torney’s letter, the Government had settled with 40 landowners—I 
said 45 awhile ago; I want to correct that—was negotiating with 5 
others, leaving 19 owners who were contesting the settlement offere od 
by the Government. It should be noted that it required $31.775 more 
to settle with those first 40 owners then originally estimated, bringing 
the total amount of money deposited up to $849,825 for those 1,045 
acres. Undoubtedly other settlements have been made since the above 
tabulation was given us as we are aware of jury decisions in at least 
two of the contested cases in the United States district court in Alex- 
andria last April in which the awards were greater than the deposits. 

Mr. Chairman, you and your committee are aware that after the 
Burke site was selected, further appropriations to continue land 
acquisition at Burke were denied the CAA by the 82d Congress. This 
spring in the Truman budget funds were again requested, but the 
Eisenhower administration deleted this item from the CAA appropri 
ations’ request to Congress. Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks 
then on May 26, 1953, announced an agreement with the Air Force for 
“joint use of Andrews Air Force Base as a second Washington civil 
airport.” As recently as in the Sunday Washington Post, July 5, 
1953—that is last Sunday—Assistant Secretary of Commerce Thomas 
B. Murray stated that CAA was going ahead with arrangements at 
Andrews des spite rumors to the contrary. 

Thus, we may all conclude that the construction of a second public 
airport in the Burke area which would cost well over $50 million is a 
dead issue, and something must be done in fairness to the landowners 
at Burke to restore them to the position, if they so desire, which they 
enjoyed prior to the ill-conceived selection of the Burke site for the 
proposed airport. This is the purpose of Mr. Broyhill’s bill, H. R. 
5478, which my committee heartily endorses. As a matter of fact, 
probably no member of this committee would feel otherwise. We do 
not feel the need to argue the justice of this procedure. 

Unfortunately, since we heard about these hearings we have not had 
the time to contact all of the 64 former owners of the Government-pur- 
chased property, but of those we have talked to a very substantial 
number are desirous of reacquiring their property and we feel that 
after thinking it over and figuring out how to handle it many more 
owners would want to exercise their right to reacquire their property 
if Congressman Broyhill’s bill were passed. 

The county of Fairfax has a substantial interest in getting these 
1,045 acres out of Government hands and back on the tax rolls, which 
has a valuation, as previously quoted, of approximately $850,000. 
W e have gotten Mr. John W. Ferguson, supervisor of assessments for 

‘airfax County—and ine identally, Mr. Ferguson is here today, in 
case you would like to question him about this—to estimate the amount 
of taxes now being lost by the county as a result of title to this land 
being held by the Federal Government. Mr. Ferguson advises us 
that Fairfax County is losing just about $10,000 in taxes on real 
estate alone, to say nothing of the personal property and other in- 
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cidental taxes. ‘Taxes of ap proximately the same amount were lost 
by the county for the year 1952 and also for about one-fourth of 1951, 
as title to the 1,045 acres was taken by the United States back on 
October 9, 1951. 

Fairfax County is naturally quite interested in getting this prop- 
erty back on the tax rolls as the county has a large . bonded indebted- 
ness for schools. The taxes lost in the county, as heretofore mentioned, 
would have paid the interest on about a third of a million dollars’ 
worth of bonds. 

At this point, gentlemen, I would like to file with the committee 
a letter that I have from Hillis Lory, who is a former member of the 
school board, and his wife Sarah Lory, who is a present member of 
the school board. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

FAIRFAX STATION, VA., July 6, 1958. 

As a former member of the Fairfax County School Board, and as a present 
member of the board, we wish to reiterate that the Fairfax County School Board 
is extremely anxious that the land purchased by the Government for the pro- 
posed Burke Airport be sold back to private individuals, so that Fairfax County 
can collect urgently needed taxes from this land to assist in its rapidly expanding 
school program. 

Hitiis Lory. 
Saran Lory 

Judge Brown. This is all the more serious because of the large 
amount of property already owned by the Federal Government in 
the county, which of course is tax-free. According to the best figures 
obtainable, the United States now owns about 15,000 acres in Fairfax 
County, exclusive of the Burke land—such as Fort Belvoir, Fort Hunt, 
Bureau of Public Lands, Coast Guard radio station, and the District 
of Columbia penal institutions at Lorton. 

Gentlemen, I have a map showing the area adjacent to Burke. It 
will give you some idea of the Government-owned land just in that 
vicinity. This in red is the airport. This is Lorton Reformatory, 
which belongs to the District of Columbia, and this is part of Fort 
Belvoir, and this is Fort Belvoir. Now, that just takes in a small 
area of Fairfax County. And you can see how much of it is taken 
up with Federal property already. 

In addition to that, we have a number of tax-free properties, which 
of course you people have nothing to do with, such as eis Vernon, 
Gunston Hall, and properties of that kind, which of course do not 
help the tax business any. 

We are not critical of H. R. 5473; as a matter of fact we are heartily 
in favor of it and hope that the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce will act favorably on the bill, but we do have one suggestion 
by way of amendment, which we hope the committee will consider 
and we feel sure will meet with the approval of the sponsor of the 
bill, Mr. Broyhill. It has already been mentioned that the condem- 
nation suit was filed against 4,520 acres—that is the entire tract—and 
that title has actually been taken to 1,045.86 acres. As we read H. R. 
5473 it seems to deal only with the 1,045.86 acres or that land to which 
title has already been taken. We notice that the Senate bill S. 2029, 
introduced by Senator Byrd, in addition deals with that balance of 
the land under the cloud of condemnation, namely, 3,475 acres, and 
provides that the Attorney General shall cause the condemnation suit 
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to be dismissed insofar as this land is concerned. ‘This provision is 
contained in section 2 (a), (b), and (c) of S. 2029. 

We respectfully request that this committee give this suggestion 
consideration and hope that they will see fit to amend H. R. 5473 to 
this extent. To us this seems important. The land which has been 
condemned but to which title has not passed to the Federal Govern 
ment is practically dead land at the moment. ‘The owners cannot 
develop it in any way; in some instances the owners have quit farm- 
ing their land and in a great many instances do not even feel justi- 
fied in keeping the buildings in proper repair. We feel that this 
feeling of uncertainty can be eliminated by an amendment as 
suggested, 

We hope the Congress will not delay action on this legislation until 
unother year as already these citizens have had their property tied up 
for more than 2 years, the condemnation suit having been filed on 
June 15, 1951. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Thank you, Judge. 

Are there any questions? Mr. Klein? 

Mr. Krein. Just one question. You state that the county is losing 
about $10,000 a year in taxes / 

Judge Brown. That is on the land already taken. 

Mr. Kirin. That is what I meant to ask you. That does not include 
the other ? 

Judge Brown. No, sir. 

Mr. Kuer. So it would be probably five times that amount ? 

Judge Brown. Well, no. The county is not losing anything on the 
land to which title has not been taken. For instance, I am one who 
has had property that has been condemned. 

Mr. Kier. I understand that. But if the airport should be built 
there, let us say, or if they should go through with the condemnation 
proceeding, then what would be the total amount of taxes that the 
State of Virginia, or the county, would lose as a result of taking this 
property ¢ 

Judge Brown. That figure I could not give you, Mr. Klein. 

Mr. Kierx. Would Mr. Ferguson be able to give it to us? 

Judge Brown. He could give a guess. 

Mr. Kuern. That is all we would want, just an approximation. 

Judge Brown. I would say offhand that this would be about a third 
rather than a fourth. Because the rest of the land is larger tracts, 
and a great deal of it is undeveloped land; whereas most of these had 
houses on them. 

Mr. Kiern. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Judge Brown. Now, you gentlemen asked one question about the 
situation as to the postion taken by the State of Virginia. This is 
already in the record in some other hearings. But the Virginia Ad- 
visory Legislative Council held hearings on this, at which Mr. Lee 
was present, and they passed an act of the legislature back in 1950, 
requesting the Federal Government, if they decided to put an airport 
in Virginia, to consult with the Virginia Advisory Legislative Coun- 
cil. This information was passed on to the Office of the Secretary of 
Commerce, Mr. Weeks, but no such consultation ever took place. 

So after the announcement of the Burke Airport site selection was 
made—— 
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Mr. Hinsuaw. I call your attention to the fact that Mr. Weeks has 
only been Secretary for a short time. 

Judge Brown. I did not mean to say Mr. Weeks. I withdraw that. 
It was Mr. Sawyer. I am glad you called my attention to that, sir. 

After the site selection announcement was made, the legislative 
council met at Fairfax and held a public meeting and he lda he: ring, 
and they came up with these conclusions: 

1. The CAA has selected the Burke site for the location of an alternate airport 
to serve Washington 

2. The CAA did not consult with the governing body in the county until after 
the site had been selected. 

3. The impact upon Fairfax County will be serious, involving the loss of con- 
siderable tax revenue 

4. The CAA did not give serious consideration to the resolution of the Gen 
eral Assembly of Virginia. 

The State has never taken the position that they want the airport in 
Virginia, never to my knowledge, and the county, through its gov- 
erning body, the board of supervisors, has repeatedly opposed the 
site selection. The school board has repeatedly opposed it. The citi- 
zens associations, the federation of citizens associations, and all such 
organizations, have consistently opposed it, by resolution and other- 
wise. 

Mr. Hrnsnaw. Any questions, Mr. Carlyle? 

Mr. Carty.e. No questions. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Thank you very much, Judge. 

Judge Brown. Thank you, gentlemen, for giving us this time. 

Mr. Hiysnaw. We will now hear your colleague, Mr. Harold K. 
Howe, of the Burke Airport Relocation Committee. 

Mr. Howr. Mr. Chairman, there is no point in my making any 
repetition. Judge Brown covered it all satisfactorily. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Thank you. 

Is Mr. Lee here? Mr. Frederick B. Lee, the Civil Aeronautics 
Administrator ¢ 


STATEMENT OF HON. FREDERICK B. LEE, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
CIVIL AERONAUTICS, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, WASHING- 
TON, D. C. 


Mr. Lee. Mr. Chairman, I would like to state very briefly the 
position of the Department of Commerce on this bill by a quot: ition 
from the report of the Secretary of Commerce, as follows: 

The Department of Commerce recommends that your committee defer con- 
sideration of this bill until such time as we have completed our negotiations 
with the Department of Defense. The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

The status of this project is that it is still a definitely pending project. 
Tt has not been abandoned. As this committee will recall, it heard 
testimony in 1950 with regard to the need for a supplemental airport 
for the Washington area. Prior to that time there had been some 
exploration, with the Air Force, of the possibility of using Andrews 
Air Force Base to accommodate civil traffic. At that time the Air 
Force indicated a continuing need for Andrews Air Force Base. 
On the basis of that and of the definitely recognized need for addi- 
tional terminal facilities in this area, the C ongress passed legislation, 





BURKE AIRPORT 17 


which was signed on September 7, 1950, directing the Secretary of 
Commerce to acquire and develop a second airport to serve the 
Washington area 

Based upon this legislation, the Civil Aeronautics Administration, 
by delegation of authority from the Secretary of Commerce, made 
a detailed study - all possible sites in the Washington area, both 
in Maryland and in Virginia, with a view to determining the best 
possible site for the bagel of a new airport. 

As a result of these studies, the Burke site was selected as being 
the most practical site for development. Ap )propriations were re- 
quested for the initial engineering study and the acquisition of land, 
and $1 million was appropriated by the Congress for this purpose. 

Based upon this, the Secretary of Commerce, through the Civil 
Aeronautics Administration, proceeded with the acquisition of land, 
and to date the sum of $856,564 has been obligated for the purchase 
of 1,031.31 acres at the site. Approximately 4.520 acres, total, have 
been condemned, which include the 1.031 which I mentioned, plus 320 
acres for an access road, and the remaining land necessary for the 
development of the airport. 

Of the remaining funds which were appropriated, $120,000 was 
spent for a survey of the site, and $30,000 was spent for adminis 
trative purposes. 

At the present time there remain 3.207.42 acres, which were not 
included in the first declaration of taking, but are still under con 
demnation. And I might say the sites that were selected for the 
initial taking were those where we felt that the most hardship would 
occur by holding off, and we attempted to reimburse the owners of 
property who were living on that property, so that they could use 
funds to move elsewhere, and so as to reduce the hardship upon them. 

When the new administration took office, it was desired to explore 
all possible means for reducing the future expenditures of the Gov 
ernment and for obtaining the best possible solution to this supple 
mental airport problem. It was recognized that the forecasts of traffic 
were being backed up by actual numbers and that the traffic in the 
Washington area was continuing to grow; making the Washington 
National Airport already inadequate to meet the needs of the sched- 
uled air carriers as well as the other civil users. 

The administration did not abandon this project by deferring any 
request for funds for the project. In effect, they wished additional 
time to explore other possibilities. And in line w ith that, e xplorat lon 
has been conducted with the Department of Defense on the future use 
of Andrews Air Force Base for both military and civil traffic. Those 
negotiations are still under way. They involve considerable problems 
with regard to the merging of both civil and military operations on 
one base, and it will require some time to see whether they can be 
concluded satisfactorily to all parties concerned. 

In the meantime, we feel that any such legislation as is proposed 
here is premature. Any abandonment of this property at the present 
time might result in considerable loss tothe Government. The process 
of acquisition of a new site, if the Andrews negotiations are not con- 
cluded satisfactorily, might very well involve considerable additional 
expenditure by the Government. 

We feel that the proper course for the Congress is to continue the 
present si ah in effect until ample opportunity has been 
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granted to work out arrangements with the Department of Defense, 
and that in the event such arrangements are worked out, this legisla- 
tion would be perfectly proper. But in the meantime, we feel that it 
should be held in abeyance. 

I would be glad to answer any questions, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Carlyle? 

Mr. Cartyie. No; I do not have any questions. That was a very 
good statement, Mr. Lee. 

Mr. Ler. Thank you, Mr. Carlyle. 

Mr. Htnsnaw. Mr. Klein? 

Mr. Kier. Mr. Lee, you say, and I think you are justified, and I 
would agree, that we should not take any premature action. But at 
the time that this survey was made to determine where this airport 
should be located, did anybody from either Commerce or your organi- 
zation discuss the Andrews I ielc | possibility ¢ 

Mr. Lee. We had discussed the Andrews Field possibility, Mr. 
Klein, prior to the enactment of legislation authorizing a supplemental 
airport in the area. I might say that the legislation as encated is 
broad enough to permit civil operations and civil construction at a field 
owned by another governmental agency, and we feel that no additional 
enabling legislation would be needed. 

Mr. Kier. I understand that. But I imagine that you must have 
decided or somebody must have decided tl iat Andrews could not be 
used, when you decided to condemn this land here in Fairfax County. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, Mr. Klein. We had a letter from the Air Force 
which indicated a continuing requirement for the entire facility at 
Andrews Air Force Base. 

Mr. Kiery. Do you know how much land they have there at An- 
drews Field ? 

Mr. Ler. Approximately 4,500 acres. 

Mr. Kier. Do they use ‘all of it? 

Mr. Ler. It is not all i in use at the present time, but I think there are 
representatives of the Air Force here who would indicate that there 
sa master plan which involves the entire area. 

Mr. Kierx. But Iam sure you did look into the possibility of having 
the commercial airport at Andrews Field rather than taking over land 
somewhere else and going to all that expense of building another one. 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kuern. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. As a matter of fact, Mr. Lee, did not the Air Force 
flatly refuse any participation of the civil in the use of Andrews Field 
at that time ? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir, on the basis of a continuing requirement for the 
entire facilities. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Why, of course. They turned it down cold. And at 
the same time, they want to use a good portion of National Airport. 
So it is diflicult to figure just why things cannot be worked out jointly. 

Mr. Kuery. One more question, Mr. Chairman. 

Evidently, however, you feel that there is a possibility of the Air 
Force changing their position. Is that not a fact? 

Mr. LEE. Well, we have had discussions with the Air Force in the 
past 6 weeks, which are aimed at seeing how joint use of the field 
ean be worked out. 
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Mr. Kiers. Would you say, Mr. Lee, that the estimate put on the 
cost of this operation by one of the previous witnesses, of $50 million, 
is a correct one; that it would cost the Government $50 million to build 
this other airport ? 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. No estimates that we have made on the develop- 
ment of Burke come close to $50 million. We are talking about a field 
which would take the excess traffic over what could be accommodated 
by Washington National. Washington National, due to its close-in 
location, naturally is the most desired stopping place. And we would 
plan for a minimum facility for any supplemental airport in the first 
stages of operation, a minimum facility which would accommodate the 
civil needs through, say, 1960 in the first instance. What we have testi 
fied on as to the cost at Burke is approximately $14 million. The exact 
fivure is $13,998.960. 

Mr. Kirin. Can you tell me, Mr. Lee, whatever happened to the old 
airport we used to have here in Washington before we had this 
National Airport? Is that still in existence / 

Mr. Ler. No, sir. The old Washington Hoover Airport is pretty 
much taken up by the Pentagon at the present time. 

Mr. Kier. Well, we do not want to tear the Pentagon down. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Really? 

Mr. Kierx. Some people might want to, of course. 

Chat is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Of course, Mr. Lee, you do not believe that it is going 
to be completed for $14 million, or $13 million, do you ? 

Mr. Ler. Well, as we have testified, Mr. Chairman, the extent of 
development of any supplemental airport does depend upon the re 
quirements; and we have forecast a continuing and quite substantial 
increase in the traffic in the Washington area. The forecasts that we 
have made in the past have often been too small. I know that when the 
present Washington National Airport was built, it was thought it 
would take care of the Washington needs forever. Now, some 13 
years after it was placed in operation, it is already very inadequate. In 
fact, we handle as much in a month now as they handled in a year at the 
start of the operation. 

So we do forecast continuing growth in requirements, which would 
require enlarged facilities, at whatever site the civil operations would 
move to. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Just practically, now, the Washington National Ail 
port is at the limit of expansion, is it not? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hrnsuaw. And what is the cost, what is the investment, that the 
Government has in Washineton National ? 

Mr. Ler, I can supply that figure for the record, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Please do. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
CIvIL AERONAUTICS ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THI ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, July 13, 1953. 
Hon. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLVERTON: On Tuesday, July 7, 1953, at a hearing on 
H. R. 5473, a bill to provide for the sale of all real property which has been 
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acquired by the Secretary of Commerce for the construction of the Burke Air- 
port, Va., Mr. Hinshaw requested that the committee be furnished a statement 
of the cost of the construction and development of the Washington National 
Airport. The requested information is submitted as follows: 


Total construction costs as of Jan. 31, 1946__-_ $18, 232, 691 
Additional appropriations as follows: 
(1) 1st deficiency, 1946, Public Law 269, 79th Congress, exten- 
sion to terminal building, construction of 4 hangars, ex- 
tension to boilerhouse, and acquisition of land necessary 


for and planning of an access road to airport__-_ . 8,998, 000 
(2) 2d deficiency, 1946, Public Law 384, 79th Congress, con- 

struction of 1 hangar and additional paving__-_~- Blath és 1, 342, 
(3) 2d deficiency, 1945, Public Law 132, 79th Congress, construc - 

tion of cafeteria nti oe ae cate ee ae 156, 000 
(4) 1949, Public Law 596, 80th Congress, “exte nsion to termin: il 


building, acquisition of land necessary for and planning of 

access road to airport, additional paving, and repair of 

hangar roofs___- ies 1, 835, 000 
(5) 1950, Public Law 179, Sist Congress, install: ition of : an  addi- 

tional fuel-oil storage tank and a steam line__- - 196, 500 
(6) 1951, Public Law 759, 8ist Congress, acquisition of under- 

ground fueling system whic 2. soll ee ae 540, 000 


(7) 1952, Public Law 188, 82d Congress, rese: ealing ‘of runw: 1yS_. 75, 000 
(8) 1953, Public Law 495, 82d Congress, additional moneys for 
land acquisition for an access road_ — raemaeen 28, 000 


Total investment wid eaten chomp 26, 403, 191 
Sincerely yours, 
F. B. Lee, 
Administrator of Civil Aeronautics. 

Mr. Ler. I might say that we do hope to be able to expand some of 
the ground handling facilities at the airport to take care of one 
bottleneck that we have there, a bottleneck created partially by the use 
of larger aircraft; and that may be relieved by additional gate posi- 
tions. But still we cannot, even with that, take care of all the schedules 
and all of the aircraft movements which are required. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. I believe you testified before this committee earlier 
this year that Andrews Field could handle, in addition to its present 
traflic, some 60 percent of the traffic of Washington National. Is 
that correct ? 

Mr. Lee. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hrnsuaw. In other words, the use of Andrews Field would 
supply 160 percent of the total capacity of civil airports now in use 
in the Washington area? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. How long do you suppose that will be sufficient civil 
airport facilities for the city of W ashington ? How long do you esti- 
mate it? I realize that these estimates are very seldom met, that is, 
that they overrun. But you might estimate as to how much traffic 
and how long in the future the expansion of traffic will be met. 

Mr. Ler. By the 60 percent increase which I testified previously, 
we could take care of the needs at least through 1960. Now, if the 
facilities at Andrews were enlarged, and an adequate layout. for really 
large scale operations were made there, we would expect that the 
facilities could take care of the civil needs through 1975 or 1980. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. How much of an investment in facilities will be 
necessary at Andrews? 
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Mr. Ler. I do not have any final figures on that, Mr. Chairman. 
We know that in the initial stages, naturally, the expense of any civil 
development at Andrews would be substantially less than at Burke, 
due to the fact that the runway layout is already there. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. As I understand it. the military are talking about 
additional taxiways and additional terminal facilities and a lot of 
other things. I should think that you would be able to get together 
with those fellows in very short order and arrive at some conclusions. 
1 do not see why it takes weeks and perhaps years to arrive at those 
conclusions with the military. All they have to do is to sit down 
and approve, is it not? 

Mr. Ler. Well, sir, I do not wish to speak for the Air Force. We 
do have in any case a requirement for a civil terminal. There is no 
civil terminal at Andrews at the present time. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. You could use quonset huts for the time being, could 
you not? They were used at New Orleans Airport for a long time, nice 
ig quonset huts put together for temporary facilities. And they 
work, do they not? You do not have to go and build yourself a mil- 
lion dollar terminal building just because you have been permitted 
the use of Andrews Field, in order to get it in use. You can use it 
immediately. 

Mr. Ler. There would be additional need for taxiways and apron 
for the civil aircraft, too, because it is desirable to isolate the civil 
from the military operations on the ground. So that there would be 
some construction required, even for a minimum usable facility there. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. We will grant all that. But it could be done very 
quickly if the people had a mind to do it. 

Mr. Krein. And it could be done at much less cost than it could 
if you had to acquire another airport; is that not so? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. All right. I think that is all that we can ask of you, 
for the time being, at least. 

Mr. Klein, did you have a question ¢ 

Mr. Kuer. It is more of a statement. 

Just summarizing your testimony, then, your position is that you 
may get together with the Air Force, and therefore it would be 
somewhat premature to take action on this bill, until you have defi- 
nitely decided whether you can or cannot. Is that not the position of 
your Department ‘ 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, the next on the list, I believe, is Mr. Bradley 
Nash, Deputy for Civil Aviation, Department of the Air Force. 


STATEMENT OF BRADLEY D. NASH, DEPUTY ASSISTANT FOR CIVIL 
AVIATION, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Mr. Nasu. That is Deputy Assistant for Civil Aviation in the 
Department of the Air Force. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Thank you, Mr. Nash. You may proceed. 

Mr. Nasu. I have a prepared statement, which I think is in the 
process of being distributed to you. With your permission, I will 
proceed to read it. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear before this committee to express the views of 
the Department of Defense on the bill, H. R. 5473, now under con- 
sideration. 

I believe it would be helpful to briefly review the history of the 
acquisition by the Government of the land referred to in the bill and 
summarize the negotiations between the Civil Aeronautics Authority 
and the Air Force with regard to their joint use of Andrews Air Force 
Base. When the CAA initially established its requirement for an 
additional civil airport facility in the Washington area, the agency 
requested information from the Air Force as to the av: ail: ability of 
Andrews Air Force Base to satisfy the requirement. The CAA was 
advised by the Department of the Air Force that the requirements 
of the Air Force precluded turning over the base to the CAA. Sub- 
sequently, the CAA obtained enabling legislation, act of September 
7, 1950 (64 Stat. 770), to proceed with land acquisition and planning, 
for an alternate Washington civil airport. The site selected by the 
CAA for this airport was at Burke, Va. The site has not been de- 
veloped, however, and it is understood that the delay is due to a lack of 
funds. The necessary appropriations have not been enacted to finance 
the construction since approval of the authorization to acquire the 
land, 

On March 30, 1953, the Secretary of Commerce again requested 
the Air Force to reconsider the possible use of Andrews Air Force 
Base as an alternate civil airport facility for the Washington area. 
On May 18, 1953, the Secretary of the Air Force advised the Secretary 
of Commerce that, subject to certain conditions, the Air Force was 
amenable to the use of Andrews Air Force Base for civil traffic. These 
conditions were— 

(2) Location of civil terminal facilities in a suitable area to be 
specified by the Air Force. 

(6) Traffic to consist of scheduled air carriers only. 

(c) Aircraft movements to be restricted to 5,000 monthly until such 
time as the completion of the parallel runway system when the total 
ean be raised to 15,000 monthly. 

(d@) The cost of new construction and replacement of facilities to be 
borne by the Civil Aeronautics Administration. 

When the Department of Commerce and the CAA received this 
letter from the Secretary of the Air Force, they made a public an- 
nouncement of an “agreement in principle” between the Air Force and 
CAA on the use of Andrews Air Force Base as an alternate civil air- 
port facility. Subsequent to this announcement, however, the CAA 
has requested that the Air Force modify its proposal, with reference 
to (a) and (>) above. 

The Secretary of the Air Force again, on June 17, 1953, reaffirmed 
the provisions under which civil traffic could be accommodated at 
Andrews Air Force Base. 

It is believed apparent from this review of the facts that the Air 
Force recognizes the requirement for an alternate civil airport for 
the Washington civil area and also, that the location for subject air- 
port has not yet been finalized. Since there is to date no real agree- 
ment between the Air Force and the CAA on the use of Andrews Air 
Force Base it is not considered advisable to dispose of the lands at 
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Burke, Va. This land could accommodate the Washington alternate 
civil airport should the negotiations for Andrews Air Force Base 
fail to materialize. Even if there is an agreement reached between 
the Air Force and the CAA, it would only provide an interim solution 
to the long-range problem. I think it should be appreciated by the 
subcommittee that in the long run additional airport space will be 
required i in the Washington area 

In that connection, I might point out that the development of air- 
ports throughout the country and throughout the world has always 
been characterized by a singular lack of foresight. Whether that is 
because of the continued rapidity of growth of air traffic, or the growth 
of cities, as Mr. Lee said in the case of National Airport and the 
parallel airport at about the same time at LaGuardia both very shortly 
became inadequate. So whenever you are considering whatever pro- 
gram you desire to adopt, I think you must bear in mind that you 
are not trying to develop a palliative. You are trying to look ahead 
and beat the problem in the Washington area in the future. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. That is quite true, sir. 

Mr. Nasu. May I just say that this statement had the approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Well, I am sorry they approved the last part of it, 
that there still has been no agreement between the Department of 
Commerce and the Air Force for the use of Andrews Field. That is 
something, in my opinion, that should have taken place a long time 
ago. And it is ridiculous for the Air Force to have two airports 
located so close to Washington for the convenience of the military 
personnel, when there is no convenience provided by them for the 
civil personnel and the visitors to the Washington area. It is about 
time they got off the dime. 

Do you want to ask some questions, Mr. Carlyle? 

Mr. Cariyte. Negotiations are now in progress between the Air 
Force and CAA? 

Mr. Nasu. Very definitely. 

Mr. Cartyie. Would you care to estimate about how long it could 
reasonably be expected to be before there would be an agreement 
reached, if one is to be reached ? 

Mr. Nasu. I hate to make a definite statement of that kind, because 
those things are very hard to say. But it seems to me that the deter- 
mination ought to be made very rapidly, or else we should cease. I 
“mn completely in agreement with Mr. Hinshaw, and I am sure that 
reflects the position of the committee, that there is no need in letting 
this drag on. It is very foolish. We are prepared to go just as far 
as wecan. But I did want to point out to the committee that there is 
also this problem of what solution you are seeking, whether a perma- 
nent or a temporary one. 

As far as negotiations, to answer your question directly, are con- 
cerned, they are being actively prosecuted, and Mr. Weeks, and Mr. 
Talbot of the Air Force, are in frequent conference, and I should 
think something should come out of it. 

Mr. Cartyte. Of course, we all realize that there is an acute con- 
dition existing, and that it would be to the benefit of all parties 
concerned if an agreement could be reached. 

I believe that is all, Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Klein? 

Mr. Kuery. Mr. Nash, you say in your statement, or at least I so 
understood it, that the only possibility of a difference of opinion is 
on (a) and (6) of these points that the Air Force has made. One 
is the location of civil terminal facilities, and the other is “traffic to 
consist of scheduled air carriers only.” 

Mr. Nasu. That is correct. 

Mr. Kier. Well, does that mean that the CAA feels that you ought 
to have all types of civil traffic there, civil aircraft, instead of just 
the scheduled air carriers? 

Mr. Nasu. As I understood it, starting with (0) first, I believe their 
legislation does not permit them to make that distinction, in other 
words, to restrict it only to this type of airport. 

Mr. Krier. I see. Well, we could take care of that up here. It 
would seem to me if you could come at. least to that conclusion, then 
any nonscheduled aircraft could continue to use the Washington Air- 
port and have the others use Andrews. Isthata fact? I mean, that, 
it seems to me, it would be very simple to get together on. 

Mr. Nasu. It seems to me many of those things could be worked out. 
I think that is correct. 

Mr. Kier. I am very much heartened by your statement, because 
it seems to me that these are very unimportant details that can be 
ironed out. 

Mr. Nasu. We want to cooperate, naturally, with Congress and the 
CAA, and also with the visitors and the residents. But 5,000 is 5,000, 
and 15,000 is 15,000. Those are your maximums at the airport, prob- 
ably, even with additions. 

Mr. Kier. How about (a), location of civil terminal facilities? 
What is the question on that? 

Mr. Nasu. It is a question of agreement as to where they would be 
located. 

Mr. Kurry. I think you are probably justified in saying that you 
do not want the same terminal to be used for civilians as you do for 
your Air Force personnel. Is that not your objection ? 

Mr. Nasu. To the extent that they have to do with military defense 
and matters of that kind, that is always a question. And, of course, 
in these airports also, it is a little different from what we are seeing 
here. We are always looking ahead to the use of jets, rather than 
the current conventional type. We must all look ahead as far as 
possible in these matters. 

Mr. Kern. One more point, Mr. Nash. Your final sentence, that 
even if there is an agreement between the Air Force and the CAA it 
would only provide an interim solution to the long-range problem: 
May I ask you if there is any land around Andrews that could be 
ac quired, either by the Department of Commerce or by the Air Force, 
if it was necessary to enlarge that to take care of increased civilian 
traffic ? 

Mr. Nasu. I will have to ask for help on that, Mr. Klein. 

Colonel Rippte (Lt. Col. Samuel S. Riddle, Office of the Director 
of Operations, Department of the Air Force). Sir, I am Colonel 
Riddle from the Director of Operations of the Air Force. With your 
permission, I would like to say that the problem is not land but air- 
space. When you get to 25,000 movements a month, you have sat- 
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urated the airspace over a given airport. You can have all the ground 
vou want, but the two runways can only accommodate so many land- 
ings and takeoffs per month. So the limitation, sir, at Burke is not 
the availability of acreage on the ground but airspace over the facility. 

Mr. Kien. But would it not necessarily follow, then, that if you 
could get additional land, you could if necessary build another 
runway ¢ 

Colonel Rinptr. There is sufficient Jand, sir. There is 4,600 acres 
roughly at Andrews. There is sufficient land to build dual parallel 
runways, sir. There is no problem in that regard. 

Mr. Nasu. And that is included in our estimate. 

Mr. Kierx. Would that mean another runway ? 

Mr. Nasn. Is it a complete duplicate, or another runway ? 

Colonel Rippie. It is a parallel to an existing runway, which will 
increase the capacity of the present flying field from roughly 16,000 
movements monthly to roughly 25.000 movements monthly, sir. 

Mr. Kern. Well, is it possible, then, to even go further, if we find 
it is necessary? Let us say, in 10 or 15 vears, to build another run- 
way, a third one? 

Colonel Rinpix. We have had no experience to date—When you go 
beyond two runways, you have saturated the air, and you do not get 
an economical increase in your aircraft movements. You are saying, 
if you put in three runways, would you get 45, and the answer is 
“No,” sir. 

Mr. Kieix. How many runways do they have at LaGuardia? Do 
you know ? 

Colonel Riopixz. I don’t believe they have more than two parallel. 
Mr. Lee could answer that better than I could. 

Mr. Ler. They have no parallel runways at LaGuardia, Mr. Klein. 
They have intersecting runways largely. 

Mr. Kiern. Would that be feasible here at Andrews? 

Mr. Ler. Well, the capacity at Andrews, with an enlarged runway 
system would far exceed that of LaGuardia. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Just a moment. Would you ask at this point how 
many movements a month take place at LaGuardia ? 

Mr. Kern. I was just going to ask that. 

Do you know that, Mr. ‘Lee? 

Mr. Ler. I don’t believe I have that information. 

Mr. Kiern. Approximately ¢ 

Mr. Htnsuaw. About 60,000, I think. 

What is the largest number of movements at any airport in the 
United States, any civil airport ¢ 

Mr. Ler. That is Chicago Midway. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And that is the number. 

Colonel Ripptx. This is January of this year, sir; the record of 
aircraft movements at civil airports throughout the country. 

Mr. Ler. Chicago Midway in the month of January 1953 had 21,- 
703 total movements. New York LaGuardia had 15,022 in the same 
month. Some figures are somewhat exceeded during the summer 
months. We have, of course, complete records on all of these air- 
ports, which can be furnished. 

Mr. Kier. The point I am trying to make, Mr. Lee or Mr. Nash 
or Colonel, is, Could this airport. be expanded, either by whatever 
your technnical terms may be—aircraft, land, or whatever it may 
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be—to take care of double what you are doing now, or maybe even 
triple? 

Mr. Nasu. That is just what we are contemplating doing. The 
triple is the problem, because we have not had experience in that, 
and I don’t think CAA has. But CAA contemplates doubling at 
Andrews. 

Mr. Kier. That is this 15,000 figure that you have in here? 

Mr. Nasu. That is right. 

Mr. Kier. The colonel is shaking his head. 

You do net think it could be expanded after that point? 

Colonel Rippie. You can build another runway, and you can increase 
the movements by five or six thousand movements for the additional] 
runway, but you have only increased from twenty-five to thirty or 
thirty-one thousand, with the cost of a comp lete ack litional runw: LV 
und a complete disruption of facilities. For example, we can build 
parallel runways at Andrews on existing Government-owned land. 
To put in 3 runways, you have to buy additional land and put in an 
additional runway, and it is not economical to put that runway in 
for the additional 6,000 movements you would get out of it. 

Mr. Nasu. That is why we co not contemplate the third. 

Colonel Rippie. Just as a rule of thumb, 15,000 monthly movements 
is Maximum for a nonparallel runwayed flying field, 25,000 for a 
parallel runwayed flying field. 

Mr. Kier. And that would include both your military and your 
civil operations ? 

Colonel Rippie. 25,000 movements regardless of what type they are. 

Mr. Krier. And how many do you have per month 4 

Colonel Rippie. 11,000 per month today, sir. 

Mr. Krier. That is all. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. May I ask how much of that is proficiency flying? 

Colonel Rippie. I don’t have that figure, sir. Roughly 60 percent 
of it. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And what does the rest of the traffic consist of ? 

Colonel Rippie. We have an inte ‘reeptor squi adron stationed there, 
an air transport, several headquarters which have differentiated flying 
as distinguished from MIT flying, flying which is directly related 
to their headquarters flying which is conducted from there. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Are there any training facilities at that place? 

Colonel Rippie. In what regard, sir? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Flight training, proficiency training outside of the 
ordinary 4 hours a month business that you fellows go through at 
the Pentagon. 

Colonel Rippie. They have the normal base training facilities, sir, 
as far as Link trainer, instrument trainer devices. They have no great 
collection of them, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. You say there is a squadron of MATS located there, 
Military Air Transport ? 

Colonel Rwpxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And how many planes — that involve ? 

Colonel Rippre. Fifteen locally based, 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Fifteen / 

Colonel Rippie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. They must be small planes. 

Colonel Riwpie. No, sir. They are 4-engine type, sir. 
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Mr. Hinsnaw. Well, we were told the, other day that a whole wing 
embraced 30 planes of the 4-engine type. 

Colonel Rippite. What kind of a wing, sir? A bomb wing? 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Well, we were told that in the course of the appro 
priations bill consideration on the floor of the House. Now, they did 
not describe just what type of plane they meant, because there was 
from 30 to 75 planes to the wing, the 75 being fighter planes, little 
fighter planes, and we presume the 30 being such things as B-36’s. 

Colonel Rivpie. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. How many planes comprise a matched wing? 

( olonel Rippie. It will vary from 30 to 48, sir. This is one squad 
ron, si, not a wing. 

Mr. cians iw. How many squadrons to a wing? 

Colonel Rippie. Either three or four, depending upon the mission of 
the wing, sir, depending upon whether it is a heavy or a medium wing. 
A heavy wing will have fewer airplanes than a medium wing will. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Can you tell us how many movements a month the 
MAT’s have at the Washington National Airport ? 

Colonel Rippie. Accurately, no, but it will be less than 300 a month, 
sir, 

Mr. Hinsnaw. That would mean 10 a day. 

Colonel Ripper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And can you tell me how many military planes 1 
" lition land at Washington National? 

Colonel Rippix. No, sir. I can read from here for January’s figure 
and give you the total milit: iry traffic at Washington National. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. I would be much more interested in the June than 
I would in January, because that is a bad month. But, on the other 
hand, if that is the place where you have figures that are comparable, 
let us have it. 

Colonel Rippie. During the month of January, there were 773 
movements, USAF, itinerant, at Washington National; 26 local at 
Washington National. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, the 48 and 26 were military ? 

Colonel Rippite. The 48 is an error. A total of 799 movements, 
USAF, at Washington National, in the month of January, sir. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Well, now, you might just as well add to that the 
Navy and the Coast Guard and all other Government oper ations. 

Colonel Riwpie. The Navy during January, sir, had 796 itinerant, 
48 local, a total of 854, 

Mr. Hinsuaw. 854 stanly Or movements? 

Colonel Rippte. Movements, sir. One takeoff and/or one landing 
being one movement. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. All right. Was there any Coast Guard? 

Colonel Rippte. They are not broken out that way, si sir, only USAF 
and Navy. I presume that the Coast Guard is incluc led in the N: avy 
operations, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. So the total adds up to about 1,500 between the Air 
Force and the Navy; is that correct ? 

Colonel Rippie. Yes, sir; that is correct, sir, total movements. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And you run 3,000 pivenualte at Andrews? Did 1] 
remember your saying that you ran 3,000 movements at Andrews ? 

Colonel Rippie. 11,000, sir. 

Mr. Hrxsuaw. Well, 3.000 besides the training. 
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Colonel Rippe. I estimated, sir, 60 percent of that was MIT; 60 
percent of the 11,000 was MIT. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Forty percent would be 4,400. Then you have also 
Bolling Field. 

Colonel Rippie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. How many movements a month do you make off of 
Bolling Field ? 

Colonel Rippie. 4,600, sir. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. And the Navy off of Anacostia ? 

Colonel Rippie. The last estimate was right at 400, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Considering the fact that the Air Force and the 
Navy use the same approach at Washington National, do you not 
think if Bolling and Anacostia were to cease operations the capacity 
of Washington National would be greatly increased ? 

Colonel Rippie. May I review the question, sir? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Sure. 

Colonel Rippie. I understand the question to be: If Bolling and 
Anacostia were closed, could the traffic at Washington National be 
increased ¢ 

Mr. Hinsuaw. That is right. 

Colonel Rippie. I would answer that “No,” sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Why? 

Colonel Rippie. Specifically, because Washington National is a 
single runwayed flying field. It is presently operating at saturation, 
and without regard to the airplanes that land on the other side of 
the river, you cannot land or take off an airplane over a given period 
of time any closer than about 3 minutes average, 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, and that is just about what they are doing, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, Colonel, that is very nice of you to say, but the 
airplanes have to come over the same points in approach in bad 
weather. 

Colonel Rippixe. Bad weather, sir? 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Bad weather. And that is what limits the field. 

Colonel Rippie. No, sir. I will say that that is one of the limiting 
factors, but not specifically the limiting factor, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Well, it is much more than anything else as far as 
scheduled air carriers are concerned. They cannot put any more 
schedules on an airport than they can let down through the traffic 
pattern. Is that not correct? 

Colonel Riopie. You can say that if the approach is cluttered, 
their delay is going to be greater, yes, sir. You can say that. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. And you sure can say that there are plenty of delays 
on account of the Air Force and the Navy, because I have listened 
to them on the radio, lost airplanes and all sorts of things. 

Colonel Rippte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And you cannot tell me that the ordinary Navy 
en or Air Force pilot is as accustomed to landing at Washington 
National Airport as the carrier pilots. Consequently, they are likely 
to be a little slow in their procedures. 

Colonel Rippie. As a general practice, sir, in the case in question, 
Washington National and Bolling, it is all under one control, Civil 
Air Traffic Center at Washington National controls it, and in the gen- 
eral practice except for VIP flights or special other flights, an in- 
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strument inbound is diverted to Andrews in most cases. So therefore 
our instrument at Bolling are far less than they are at Washington 
National. 

Mr. Hrnsuaw. And I suppose that the instrument landings of the 
Navy are diverted to the Patuxent. Is that right? 

Colonel Rippte. I have no knowledge of where they go, sir. 

Mr. Hrnsnaw. It is all very interesting, this discussion is, but 
very inconclusive. Maybe we should ask this of the Assistant Secre- 
tary. 

Do you think this matter ought to be settled up in a hurry? 

Mr. Nasu. I certainly do. I think we all are eager to have it settled. 

Mr. Hinsnaw. That is a good point. We have had this under 
discussion for some 4 or 5 years now, and have arrived at no con- 
clusions. From time to time the Air Force says, “No, we do not do 
any business with you,” and they sit on their airport and use it for 
proficiency flying and all sorts of things. And now that we have the 
new administration in, we get some hope that this beautiful airport 
with the big dual highway that extends from South Capitol Street 
out to the entrance to the airport can be put to some good use, besides 
proficiency flying. And you agree to that, I take it ? 

Mr. Nasu. I certainly agree that we have got to come to some de- 
cision right away. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Exactly so. So I hope and trust that some activity 
will be shown. Thank you very much. 

You might give us an idea as to when it might be accomplished. 

Mr. Nasu. I can’t do that. But I will do my best to pass on to the 
Secretary your urgent desire, which I am sure he is aware of, that 
some conclusion be reached. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Thank you very much. 

We have Gen. Milton Arnold here from the Air Transport Asso- 
ciation, 


STATEMENT OF MILTON W. ARNOLD, VICE PRESIDENT OF OPERA- 
TIONS AND ENGINEERING, AIR TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman, can Mr. Denning accompany me in 
case there are any questions, to assist ¢ 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Very well. 

General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my name is Milton 
W. Arnold. Iam vice president of operations and engineering for the 
Air Transport Association, the trade association of the United States 
scheduled airlines, located at 1107 16th Street NW., Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. You may be seated. 

General Arnotp. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we greatly appre- 
ciate the opportunity to discuss this particular problem. I have a 
statement I would like to proceed with, Mr. Chairman. 

Since H. R. 5473 directly affects the scheduled airlines operating 
into Washington, D. C., I would like to present the scheduled airline 
position of definite, determined opposition to the bill. 

The need for a second airport to serve Washington, D. C., has been 
recognized for well over 3 years and, as the committee is well aware, 
was formally recognized by Congress in 1950 with the passage of 
Public Law 762 which authorized the appropriation of funds to con- 
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struct a second airport. Although the need for an additional airport to 
serve Washington has been recognized generally, the severity of the 
need has not been. 

It should be recognized that during the past 5 years there has been 
more than a 100 percent increase in the number of airline passengers 
at Washington National Airport so that in 1952 approximately 214 
million passengers were handled at the same airport at which less than 
114 million were handled in 1948. Although the use of a larger air- 
craft has made it possible to handle the increased number of passengers 
without as proportionate ly as large an increase 1n aircraft oper: ations, 
it is important to realize that there has been an increase of approxi- 
mately 40 percent in the number of aircraft operations during the last 
5 years. Of particular significance, however, is the fact that this 
tremendous increase of air travel into Washington is expected to con- 
tinue. Already, it is apparent that there will be 20 percent more air- 
jine activity at Washington National Airport. Basically, there are 
three areas in which airport congestion occurs—in the airspace sur 
rounding the airport; on the runways; and at the ramp and terminal 
facilities. 

In regard to the airspace, the latest developments in the use of 
radar for improving the safety and efficiency of air-traffic control have 
been applied at Washington National Airport on a test basis in order 
to relieve the airspace congestion at Washington. The airspace con- 
gestion problem Is partic ularly troublesome, not only because of the 
tremendous increase in civil traffic, but also because of the close prox- 
imity of Bolling Air Force Base and Anacostia Naval Air Station, 
which, along with Washington National Airport, must be operated as 
one airport when instrument flying conditions prevail. The use of 
this new ly developed radar trafic control technique has exceeded our 
most optimistic expectations, so much so that plans are being made to 
use it at other busy locations. However, even with the application of 
this latest technique an uirsps ice congestion proble m persists at Wash- 
ington National Airport and will reach serious proportions as traffic 
increases during the next few years. 

In regard to runways, there is also a problem of congestion at 
that point, a problem for which there is no solution short of a second 
airport. Washington National Airport has only a single runway in 
a given direction. In order to increase 2g runway capacity of the 
«airport, parallel runways would have to be built thus permitting 
simultaneous landings and takeoffs. These runways would have to 
be at least 3,000 feet apart in order to permit efficient use. However, 
as is apparent from the attached chart, land is not available at W ash- 
ington National Airport for providing parallel runways. Thus an 
already troublesome problem of runway congestion shortly will be 
a severe one. 

In regard to ramp and terminal facilities, present congestion at 
that point is so great that the various airlines have had to limit the 
number of flights they operate into Washington during the busy. pe- 
riods of the “day. An immediate expansion of ramp and related 
terminal facilities therefore is needed and, it is hoped, will be pro- 
vided shortly. However, this expansion will bring the ramp and 
terminal capacity only up to present needs. Thus a very substantial 
problem of ramp. and terminal congestion will persist without hope 
of adequate relief. 
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Thus it is apparent that, although concerted efforts have been 
and are being made to use Washington National Airport to the maxi- 
mum, our Nation’s Capital presently is suffering from inadequate 
commercial airport facilities and is in desperate need of additional 
facilities within the next 2 to 3 years. 

Four years ago, the Civil Aeronautics Administration of the De 
partment of Commerce, recognizing the basic inadequacy of a single 
airport for Washington, made a very competent and complete study 
of the most suitable site for a second airport. The Burke, Va., site 
was selected after a most thorough evaluation of all possible sites. 
The Burke, Va., site was an excellent choice taking into consideration 
engineering and cost, available airspace, ground accessibility, and 
community integration factors. With the passage of Public Law 762, 
the CAA promptly proceeded with the development of the Burke Ai 
port project. 

In March of this year, the Secretary of Commerce announced 
that, in order to permit the Administration to study possible alterna 
tives which might involve less funds i n providing a second airport, 
a request for additional funds for eats land at the Burke siie 
would not be made in the inital budget requests of the Department 
of Commerce. The Secretary of Commerce subsequently made it 
very clear that this did not mean that the development of the Burke 
site was being abandoned. Shortly thereafter, the President, through 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, instructed the Secretaries 
of Commerce and Defense to consider the possibility of having An 
drews Field used commercially as the second Washington Airport. 
Prior to the selection of the Burke site, Andrews Field had been con- 
sidered as a possible site for civil use but it was concluded at that 
iime that the mission of the Air Force at Andrews would require fuil 
use of the field. In May 1953, however, the Secretary of Defense 
and I believe that is incorrect; I believe it should probably read: 
“The Secretary of the Air Force’—indicated that commercial use of 
Andrews Field appeared possible within certain limits. 

These developments have been interpreted by some to mean that 
the necessary arrangements for commercial use of Andrews Field 
have been concluded and that the plan for development of the Burke 
site has been abandoned. Such is not the case. There has been agree- 
ment only in principle that joint use might be made of Andrews 
Field as a solution to the problem of prov iding a second Washington 
Airport. It is necessary now to examine thoroughly the details which 
would be involved in such a joint operation. Whether or not safe 
and eflicient commercial use can be made of Andrews Field depends 
upon the successful resolution of many varied and complex problems 
involving facilities and procedures. The feasibility of commercial 
operations at Andrews Field will not be known until this is accom- 
plished. In the meantime, it would be most unwise to force abandon- 
ment of the Burke project, a project which may yet provide the most 
desirable solution to the critical airport problem in Washington. 
Therefore, it is urged that H. R. 5473, which would force such a 
premature abandonment of the Burke project, be rejected. 

Gentlemen, we have some charts here of large size if the chairman 
or members of the committee desire to refresh their memory in regard 
to the location of the various sites. If I may, Mr. Chairman, I will 
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address myself particularly to the statement that we feel that the 
agreement is in principle only. 

I believe Mr. Nash, representing the Department of the Air Force, 
has substantiated that statement. In fact, if 1 read it correctly, he 
states that no agreement is even in existence, on the last page of his 
statement. 

We feel that a general agreement in principle has no effect. with 
regard to the efficient and safe use of an airport. Details as to the 
location of the taxiways, the runways, whether or not we have to talk 
to 3 people or 1 person to get an added waterspout in a place, how we 
~ going to put another partition in, how those things are going to 
be handled are important. Are we going to have to deal with the 
CAA, then have the CAA go to the Air Force, are we to go to both 
of them, or how are those things going to be resolved? How is the 
access-road problem going to be resolved? We have to get the pas- 
sengers in and out. I agree that I do not think there is a more efli- 
cient use of these facilities than at Atlanta, Detroit, or at other places 
where we see cantonment type or other large space areas. I agree 
it is not necessary to build a mausoleum. But those facilities must 
be in the right location. It is true that they could be put up hurriedly. 
But the determination of where they are, I think, is the vital problem, 
as to whether or not we can use the area 

I thought it might be worth while to mention that elaboration, gen- 
tlemen, as to our feeling about it. 

I would like to say further that the Secretary of Commerce and 
the Secretary of the Air Force have indicated complete agreement 
as to cooperation. The airlines have appointed a three-airline group 
to sit with this group, namely, the CAA and Air Force, in an attempt 
to work out practical operating procedures for the use of Andrews. 
Since we are to be the tenants, primarily, in the general agreement, 
we feel we know generally how those facilities should be located, in 
order to determine the proper use and operation. 

Any questions, sir? 

Mr. Hinsnaw. Thank you, General Arnold. I should think there 
would be some questions on the part of the members. Mr. Klein? 

Mr. Kier. If the Air Force and the CAA do come to this agree- 
ment, which seems very likely at the present time, your organization 
would not object, would it, then? Would you feel that we still ought 
to have Burke, or hold it available to build it if the need occurred in, 
let us say, 5 or 10 years? Or do you feel that the additional facilities 
for landing at Andrews would help the commercial flying, civilian 
flying ¢ 

General Arnotp. Mr. Klein, I think we can be very definite. If 
there are agreements reached between the Air Force and the CAA 
which we feel are practical and efficient, we would heartily endorse the 
turning back of the Burke site to the property owners, or any way 
which the State of Virginia or the Congress deem most feasible. Then 
we would say definitely we would approve the present bill in the House 
and in the Senate and recommend its acceptance. 

I would like to clarify in regard to “interim.” It frightens me when 
we start talking about aviation, to speak of 1980 and 1990. Nobody 
has even guessed it within 10 years. If we could just plan, Mr. Klein, 
for 1960 or 1965, the whole method of operation may be changed by 
that time. We have some very brilliant people in this country who 
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seem to be very capable of developing practical means. We may 
change the airplane so that it will go straight up and straight down, 
so that we will not need these huge : airports. I do not know. I hesi- 
tate to figure out what the situation will be so very many years ahead. 

Mr. Krexw. Going up to at least 1960, you think this agreement, if 
it were culminated or consummated, between CAA and the Air Force, 
would take care of your needs? 

General Arnoup. I would say even to 1965. Yes, sir; because the 
capacity of 15,000 movements will be sufficient, we believe, to take care 
of the growth. 

Mr. Kier. In the working out of that agreement, I assume from 
what you say will include representatives of your organization, so 
that you would feel then that your needs were being taken care of at 
Andrews. 

General ArNotp. Yes, sir; there seems to be no disagreement with 
the fact that this is for the need of the commercial carriers primarily, 
and if other types of operators than the civil desire to operate we have 
no objection to that. That is up to the CAA and the Air Force, 

Mr. Kuiern. Just one or two questions. The airlines, the commer- 
cial airlines, pay rent, do they not, at the various airports? 

General ArNnoxp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kier. What about the building of the terminal facilities? Is 
that done by the Government, and then you pay them rent? Or do 
you build them? 

General Arnoip. No, sir; in most cases the Government or the 
local commission or the local city that operate an airport build the 
facilities. At some places we have what we call prepaid rent. By 
that, we build hangars, and an agreement is worked out whereby we 
are not charged rent for a certain period of time, in order to defray 
the cost of the construction of the building. 

Mr. Kier. If this agreement were entered into, the facilities wee 
be built, and you would operate the same as you do here at the Na- 
tional Airport? 

General Arnop. That is right. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Carlyle? 

Mr. Cariyie. General, I am strongly of the opinion that there 
should not be any great length of time required for the proper solu- 
tion as to the Andrews Base. Because the requirements are known, of 
course, to those who are to negotiate. Do you see anything that is 
impossible of solution in bringing the parties together? 

General Arnoup. Mr. Carlyle, can I answer that by going off the 
record ? 

Mr. CartyLr. Why, certainly. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kux1n. You are talking now, it seems to me, General, about the 
relations of the commercial airlines, with regard to how best to uti- 
lize the space you will possibly get. Is that not so? 

General Arnot. Yes. 

Mr. Kiern. You are not talking about the negotiations between the 
CAA and the Air Force, which is the agreement by them to permit 
this use for civil flying? 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir: I am talking about the whole thing. 
Because the finalization of the agreement is of no value unless the 
overall agreement is effected, or vice versa 
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Mr. Kein. You do not doubt, do you, that if they agreed among 
themselves to permit this use, you fellows could get together and de- 
cide just how best to utilize it? 

General Arnovp. Mr. Klein, let us suppose that for practical rea- 
sons they have an interceptor or some other military requirement in 
this area, and they decide that the access road has to bend around 
» miles to get around a restricted area, or that we have got to have 
all our people at the end of a runway and we have to taxi all the 
way down the runway and block it off to get in. We are going to say, 
“We can’t use it.” W e are not going to kid ourselves by ace epting th ut. 
So if that sort of thing develops, and we are not in a position to criti- 
cize, they are the owners, and they know their requirements, and if 
they determine that the use will be in that way, we are going to advise 
the CAA that the plan is unacceptable, and we will not move. Be- 

cause it will not solve the problem. 

Now, those are the things we do not know. Because no definite plan 
of the size, where it is located, runways and all, has been determined 
upon, to the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Kier. Has some representative of your organization been sit- 
ting in with the CAA on their discussions 4 

General ArNoLtD. We are having our first meeting with the CAA in 
order to be brought up to date tomorrow afternoon at 2 o’clock. We 
cleared it with the Secretary of Commerce and with the Air Force to 

ave approved a 3-man committee or a 3-airline committee to do just 
that. Those airlines are Eastern, American, and Capital, and it is 
appreciated that the details of where each carrier would have its gate 
space at this time—it is an overall problem. So there is no competi- 
tion among the carriers. What would be good for one would be good 
for all. 

Mr. Kier. But do you have a general idea at least? Have you had 
an opportunity to inspect the facilities of Andrews? By that 1 mean 
do you have any idea at the present time as to whether you could 
use 1t / 

General Arnotp. Right now I know one of the things before we 
could use it fairly efliciently is an access road or some straightening 
out would have to be done. Secondly, we would have to have some 
type of administration building. Let’s say it is a quonset hut. It 
should be located in an area close to a parking area. Some parking 
ramps would have to be constructed, and Mr. Lee or Mr. Nash can 
correct me, but [ believe the present location of the control tower does 
not allow the control-tower operator to see the entire leneths of both 
runways. I think that is true. The control tower would have to be 
relocated if any volume of traffic were to be put in. I believe those are 
general things. 

Mr. Krein. Do they have that radar system out there that we have 

National Airport ? 

General ArNoup. Yes, sir. It is all integrated and it is part of the 
whole problem; Andrews Field, Bolling, Anacostia, and Washington, 
we believe, are the finest examples of improvement of traffic control in 
the world. 

Mr. Kiery. These possible points of difference are not too impor- 
tant,arethey? You can get together on them? Do you not feel that? 
General ArNoLp. I am certainly optimistic because we would like to 
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see this problem solved; yes, sir; an‘ we are certainly going to do 
everything we can to assist ourselves, let us say, because that is what 
we are trying to do—‘o provide facilities for the operation. 

Mr. Kurry. It will certainly help you people as well as it will every- 
body else, will it not? 

General ArNo~p. Oh, yes, sir. We are to the point now where the 
whole system of transportation is tied in with approximately 15 or 25 
of the most important cities in the United States, and it is all a net of 
transportation. With new equipment and additional demands of the 
public, we are going to have to operate in here either at unreasonable 
Sites: where we will go out without proper loads, or else we are going 
to have to skip Washington. 

Mr. Kierx. That is what I mean. I[ use that Washington Airport, 
I would think, on an average of four times a week. I do not know 
anybody else that flies as much as I do, even maybe Mr. Lee, and 
[ certainly can testify to the fact that on certain days the delays in 
getting into Washington and leaving Washington are terrific. So it 
seems to me that everybody ought to do something, particularly the 
priv: ate airlines. They can probably schedule more flights into Wash 
ington if you can work this arrangement out. 

lam el: al to see that you all want to cooperate. My only point, and 

think the chairman would go along with me, is that we would like 
to have something done very soon. Because I think that the sponsors 
of this legislation have a eood deal to be said for them, too. They are 
sort of up in the air. It looks like the whole thing will go through, 
and yet the property is deteriorating, we are losing taxes, and I do 
not see why we should have to wait very long. I do not want to set a 
time limit, Mr. Chairman, but I think we should feel we can put this 
aside for a short time and then maybe go ahead with | t unless some 
thing is done. 

General Arnoip. Let us suppose we get it worked out next week. 
Then there is the problem of appropriation of funds, and then the 
beginning of construction. So I think we are talking about a year 
and a half or 2 vears if everything works perfectly before we can get 
into Andrews. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. How long would it be before you could get into 
B urke ? 

General Arnoup. If you got the money for the remaining part of 
the property, I would say it would be at least 3 years. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. So you would be gaining at least a year to a year 
and a half? 

General Arnoutp. At least. I think so. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Of course, I do not sup pose it would be fair to ask 
you if it would not be profit able all the way around to move the profi 
ciency flying some place else; as, for instance, the Friendship Airport 
or something of that sort. But I will not ask you to answer that 
question. 

General Arnotp. All right, sir. Thanks. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. But it is a possibility, in the realms of possibility, 
that they would move the profic iency flying from Andrews Field to, 
say, Friendship, Friendship being pretty well out of the question for 
Washington traflic from the commercial standpoint. And there is 
another possibility, and that is that the Air Force might turn over 
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Andrews Field, lock, stock, and barrel, to the Commerce Department 
for the establishment of a civil airport, and then permit the use of it 
by such flights as MAT’s and what otherwise might be deemed advis- 
able, just as they now use the Washington National Airport. I sup- 
pose that would provide easier solutions so far as these questions that 
you would raise are concerned than anything else, would it not? 

General Arnoup. Yes, naturally it would. I would assume—I don’t 
know—that the Air Force would have some objection to that. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Oh, no question, they would have some objection. 
They have objection now. They have objection to anybody else using 
the airport. I am not talking about the new administration of the 
Air Force. I am talking about the colonels and brigadier generals and 
so forth who have the positions of the so-called working group. They 
have been opposed to it since the beginning. So that 1s nothing new. 

Now, as far as operations are concerned, if the proficiency flying 
were eliminated, cutting down the operations to around 4,000 a month, 
and two runways were put in, raising the capacity of the airport to 
25,000 a month, there would be 20,000 operations a month which could 
be used by the scheduled carriers. Is that not so? 

General Arnoxp. Yes, sir, 

Mr. Hinsuaw. And how many operations per month are performed 
at Washington National ? 

General Arnoxp. In 1952 there were 142,000. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. That is just about 11,000 a month, is it not ? 

General Arnon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. So it would more than double the capacity of Wash- 
ington National. It would almost treble the capacity. 

General ArnouLp. That is correct, sir. I believe it would be about 
165,000 of 175,000, we estimate, in 1953, out there. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. So instead of taking merely 60 percent of Wash- 
ington National’s traflic, if that could be arranged we would have it 
solved for some time to come. We would have the question solved 
for some time to come. 

General ARNOLD. We think so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Of course, I have been for a long time and am now 
opposed to the use by the Military Establishment of Bolling Field and 
Anacostia, as being a hazard to the city of Washington, both from the 
traffic standpoint and otherwise. But I will not ask you to comment 
on that. That is merely my own personal opinion, and I am express- 
ing it a little freely, because nothing can happen to me on account of 
the way others might feel in this part of the country. I am elected 
in California. 

Do you see any difficulties or complications that might arise from 
the traffic pattern into Andrews Field in conjunction with the traffic 
pattern into Washington National? Or do those traffic patterns work 
out without interference / 

General Arnoitp. As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, we have ana- 
lyzed the Andrews location from a traffic standpoint in comparison 
to the many others which we have on the chart Soe: such as Burke, 
Friendship, Chantilly, and other locations that have been discussed 
over the past 7 years, and Andrews has the possibilities with, we say, 
little difficulty, of one of the best expansions that is possible for any 
site. From a traffic control standpoint, there is no such thing as 
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perfect, but it is an excellent site, and we see practically no limitations 
on it except the normal distance that airplanes have to be separated 
for safety reasons. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Now, to turn to the New York area, we have Idlewild 
Airport, LaGuardia Airport, and Newark. 

General ARNOLD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Handling the traflic, except for the nonscheds, who 
also use ‘Teterboro, I believe. 

General ArNoLD. Right. 

Mr. HINSHAW. That ls, for the cargo airplanes. We have those 


three major airports in the New York area. And do you happen to 
know what the total number of operations of the three might add 
up to? 


General ArNoLp. I was just trying to figure, when your question 
came up. Let’s see. I think it would be pretty close to around 400,- 
000, I believe; the airports you mention. I believe more properly 
that would include Newark, Teterboro, Idlewild, LaGuardia, Mitchel! 
bhield, and Floyd Bennett. 1 believe somewhere between 400,000 and 
900,000 movements. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. in other words, about 40,000 a month: is that right, 
on the average 4 

General ARNOLD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinshaw. And that is for the entire metropolitan area of New 
York, embracing a population of some 12 million people, Mr. Klein ? 

Mr. Kern. Well, no; it is 25 million. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. ‘Twenty-five million. Oh, yes. 

Mr. KwLELN. We have 8 million in New York City. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Clear out to the tip of Long Island and up to Albany 
] suppose. 

Mr. Kriery. No; not even that far. Up to Newark; that is all; 25 
million people. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Twenty-five million people. There are about a 
million and a half in this area. And the use of Washington National 
und Andrews, less the proficiency flying, would provide nearly the 
same capacity, would it not, as they have in the metropolitan area of 
New York? 

General Arnotp. I think I should correct that. I was speaking of 
actual used capacity at the present time when I say four to five hun 
dred thousand. We can put about 50 to 60 percent more traffic in 
Newark and 50 to 60 percent more in Idlewild. I am not too clear, 
but I think 20 to 30 percent more can go into Teterboro. But let us 
not even talk about suggesting one more flight into LaGuardia, please. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Will it at least supply the capacity to the Washing- 
ton area which is now being used in the New York area? 

General Arnoup. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Which is an indication of how long in the future 
it might be good for. 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Some time. At least the population of this area 
does not approach anything like that of the area represented in part 
by my friend from New York. And a very small part, I might say, 
so far as area is concerned. 

Mr. Kern. It does not seem so small to me at election time. 


’ 
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Mr. Hinsuaw. Mr. Carlyle has a statement. 

Mr. Cartyie. General, I want to say I feel a little discouraged as a 
result of the hearing. Because of course these people in Virginia and 
in the Burke area have their land tied up, and they are entitled to 
have an answer one way or the other, without any great delay, and I 
am confident, from what we have heard this morning, that the An- 
drews Field would solve this whole problem. I just wish that we 
could hope for and could receive a little more cooperation from the 
Air Force. I think it would solve the whole problem. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HinsHaw. Did you have a chart you wanted to offer ? 

General ARNOLD. I think the y have been before the committee. It is 
merely the graphical display of time and distance and location of 
the various sites discussed, Annandale, Burke, Fairfax, Chantilly, 
Andrews, and Friendship, and the time comparable, and the distance 
to those areas, with Washington National located in here. 

Mr. Kiern. Where is the District of Columbia ? 

General Arnovp. It is right here, sir. We attempted to put this to 
the White House, the time taken from in front of the White House. 

Mr. Kiery. How long does it take to Andrews? Have you got 
that? 

General Arnotp. It is 25 minutes, and it is 1214 miles. 

Mr. Kier. And from National ? 

General ARNOLD. It averages less than 20 minutes. 

Mr. Kier. Not more than about 5 minutes’ difference. 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir. And it will run between 13 and 14 
minutes most of the time from the same locations. 

Mr. Kiern. Do you have anybody using Friendship Airport to get 
to Washington / 

General Arnoip. Mr. Klein, I do not quite understand your question. 

Mr. Kier. What I mean: If somebody wants to come to Washing- 
ton, as I understand the testimony we had when we built Friendship 
Airport, when it was opened, it was that it could be built as an auxil- 
iary location for people that wanted to come to Washington. It 
seemed to me quite a distance. I wondered if you had any experience 
with people getting off at Baltimore, for Friends ship, and driving in. 

General Arnotp. Yes, sir, we had considerable testimony as to what 
was developed prior to World War II or prior to that time as to the 
exact location. I am not too familiar with that. But we are con- 
fident from actual tests and from traffic surveys that Friendship has 
its best hopes in the development as a proper airport for Baltimore. 
And 55 minutes is the most optimistic. I have driven it several times, 
and the shortest time in which I have ever made it was an hour and 
S$ minutes from the Statler, and that was running 35 and 40 miles an 
hour and beating all the red lights and then running 65 and 70 on the 
highway. 

Mr. Kirn. It is not very feasible, is it ? 

General Arnotp. No, sir. We have a similar situation in Detroit. 
We do not have to theorize on it. We know what a distance of 55 to 
60 minutes does to short haul business. 

Mr. Kier. And there is no doubt in your mind, is there, that if a 
man had a ticket to come to Washington, if you put him off at Friend- 
ship, he would have a real squawk, wouldn’t he? 
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General ArNnotp. Yes, sir. And the next time he would use some 
other means of transportation if he pessibly could. 

Mr. Hinsuaw. Thank you very much, General Arnold. 

General Arnotp. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and gentle 
men, for the privilege. 

Mr. Hinswaw. And that will conclude the hearings on the pending 
measure. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., Tuesday, July 7, 1952, the hearing was 
adjourned. ) 





